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in minor civil matters to an increasing extent^ except Ex-
chequer cases, which until i8392 they could not touch as they
technically affected the revenue.

Oyer and Terminer enabled them to try all crimes when the
accused was not in custody, and Gaol Delivery when he was.
These commissions were linked to the old Eyre by the earlier
Commissions of Trailbaston, which in the fourteenth century
had been issued in cases of riot.3 Technically they were only
temporary; in practice after I5474 one commission could finish
what a former had begun. They were not, however 3 limited to
the judges. Laymen were as freely joined in the commission.
But in all cases the professional judge had to be of the quorum
and in practice had his own way during our period, though as
late as i867s a remarkable revolt of the lay commissioners
occurred.

Their authority was of a somewhat anomalous character.
On the one hand they possessed jurisdiction of the King's
Bench, on the other both the King's Bench and the Com-
mon Pleas decided the limits of their jurisdiction, and cases
could always be removed by Certiorari, and decided in the
King's Bench or sent to another assize.5 However, they try the
majority of cases too serious for Quarter Sessions, although a
certain number are still usually removed to London.7

But they only administered the same law as the central
courts. Of these only the King's Bench need concern us, as the
others were confined to civil cases and do not affect the law
of police except in minor degree. Their rivalry had a great
deal of influence on the development of civil law and until the
nineteenth century their lack of co-ordination made civil justice

1  As' applied to these tribunals the name Assize originally only referred to the
commissions which enabled them to try certain forms of action concerning reality;
but as the word originally meant any 'sitting' or meeting it became extended to
cover these particular local 'sittings' by royal commissioners generally.  For the
details of these developments vide loc. cit., note 3, p. 926 supra.,

2  2 & 3 Viet. c. 22.                                          3 Holdsworth, vol. i, p. 272.

4  i Edw. VI, c. 7, ss. 5. Reeves, H.E.L. iii. 473; Holdsworth, vol. i, p. 281.

5  See Leverson v. The Queen, L,R. 1867 Q,.B. 403.

6  King v. Jolife (1791), 4 T.R. 293 ex parts Fernandez (1861) 10 C.B. N.S, 57.
Holdsworth, vol. viii, p. 261, passim.                  7 Stephen, H.C.L. i. 96, passim.